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Comments: RE: CC Docket No. 96-128. I recently ,.Id on the FCC Web Site that "the
Enfon:ement DiviSion is re.pon.lble for dIYeIoptng and implementtng the Bureau's consumer
prottction programs, as well as conducting the Bureau·s investlglltions into possible
violations of the Communications Act." I am concerned about the recent ....r thlt Mel maned
to their cu.tomers. I am including a copy of their letter with this facsimile transmisSion for
your __ruNI.

In'" SECOND REPORT AND ORDER, Adoptlld: October 8, 1981: [128 Call Blocking. , ....
tlMeI argun that Con,,... did not intend for cafT'iers to hive to block c.lla, .nd furthennore,
can1e", will not be able to selectively block calls until the third quarter of 19...")

, am a Imall PSP (payphone service provider) and am concerned by the IXC', ability tD block
CIU, from my p.ypho...... What is the announcement that let's the culltomer know who is
blooking his call? Who pays for the damage caueed by a frustrated customer to my telephone
equipment?

If I incol'lWctIy directed this letter, plea.. let me know who to contact to ac:lct,... the
aror.mentionec:l concema. Thank you for your .sslstance.
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October 15, 1997

Ke"neth w Sc~

U" Govtf'ftOl" Or
safl 0.... CA ~2' 2'-~916

1I.1..........n.,I,I..I.I..I..LI....II.,II.JI..I..I.1I1111

- - _. Ill: IMiIoIIfMT iitwI MOUT AlII pee MMlDA1'. TMAT ,.... ,ACTS YOUIt TOLL PREE srltVICI!
AND • .,.... VOUA AC'\"ION av oC'TOllft 24, ".7.
o..r:
Efftctiva OCtober 13. 1.7. Mel will chi. itt'" frw C;UitDmen I r:»el-(811 P8yphone use
ct,.... fer ••dt ~~pho". 0 ..1""..... eoll IN. u", including 'eMote ec:c..' and cellll'lg c.rc1
ac~~lb.

Tltil C....... IS • Allult of I key Drovlslon of tM T.I.c:ommunlc.tlOft. Act of , 916 w"';~h
..... thM ""phofw Mf"\'ice pIaY""rs .... to be compel'll..... for.1I non coin QllIs
mftII~~ ' ~.,phones.

leu... "' ,. to be pttcl ~ 'tn_ ct"lers who tral\ll»Ort the ellis, they will be......-I.,.. r 01\ your MClirwolce belinning in C~emberUt7. The .mount Df the
..""til ~ S.JO per cell. Me Ind odler carrl.f~ .-ppecIled the fCC'r; InrtIB' decision tl'Nlt

-.q.frw common WlTIeIl to PlY' PI' till c~. Moreover•• Federal Court ove"urnecl
1he FCC's .It.n. The PCC', ..."',.. Q"" per coli I;OmpeMltlo" to commenceOCt." 7,1·"' .nd rwneln 1r:J piece fer two ~.n. In addition, tho .CC ... granted' Wllver
tv w....,. L~Ps ,llowing ~h,", to deley the provillon of uniQue payphone codi"9 d191t1
until Marth "9. , !t•.

In l'll1iIO"M to eUlto"'.r MqU41ltl. Mel wilt offwr Ptyphonl Toll Fc•.lIoctrtng Service WMIe
ave....,le. Tht5 JeNtce wlrt WIKle 1M .""",IOI'l of toll free cells nom pIIrp"Orati. P-yphont:
"ToU FrM II6ck4n,S.rva wllr"'n to" oHwrecI 0" Noye",ber 15, 1M7. This date 15

wbJcct 'SO ct n' "'c.!t: " Of M(.~""ntelIllays as A N'S1m Of ttaos~
c:Ntftlt$. Mel ••pect5 to -,." fu'l blockt", c.pMalllty I" plac. tly Mlft:" 1998.

As a Nlult of the rec.nt FCC w.iqr.ml resulting de",.lopmvnt lmplic.tions, blocking will
l\ot M ~;I.",. for _Me coli,. Whefw e.lIs ... flO' .bl. to 1M ~lr;ecI, JOUl" l;Qrnp.nr will
be ........ilNt for the estO(littd tr.nsport c"'rps for th•• call5 inClual"G ~yphOnt use
6t.rgel. "ocldftg is not Iyall.ble for remote ICC'" 'rid tilling Clrd accen.

If )IOU with to I",,*,,,e,,t '-,phone Toll Fre. Itocldng on any or all fer your toll frea
PI.........., ~u MU.t con.t Mel by Oc.tober Z., '"7 'ra order to requ.st the Mrvlce. Tnt
chi'" ...,.. ~i, ...,.,Iee i, 12S0 pc. Corporate 10 ~or InstallatIon end US() per Corpofilt8 '0
~r month for th. blodc.lng servlCI,

PI... CO"tICt your Mel AcCOl.lftt te_"" ~lIIIey for mo". inforrne'!ion or to request ~.yphon.
'Tell Fr.. Iftlldd", I.rvice-.

Sincerely,

Mel BUline&< Mark.t~

P. 1
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Phone and FAX: 301 - 424 - 6457
Office: 301 - 309 - 2207

Linda Simon Graham
9718 Clagett Farm Drive
Potomac, MD 20854

From:

To:
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EX PARTE C~~, :}\TE F\LED

MITe
Oct. 27, 1997

William E. Kennard
General Counsel, Federal Communications Commission
Suite 614
1919 M Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Kennard

I have just become aware of a Federal Communications Commission
telecommunications ruling which will have an extremely negative
effect on small businesses such as my customers and myself. I
urgently appeal to you to see that this provision does not
continue in effect without significant protections to telephone
users.

I refer to the ruling on compensation to pay phone providers by
aDO-Number carriers. I append a copy of a letter from Mel to one
of my customers who uses an aOO-Number as an integral part of
their business. The practical effect of this change will be to
increase my customer's annual telephone bill by $ 50,000.00
(Fifty Thousand Dollars) .

You may note two things about this letter. One: it is dated
after the date the new charges are being levied. It was received
by my customer a week after it is dated. This means that the
enormous new charges were piling up on their bill before they
even knew that they were going to be levied. Two: although the
new charges are noted as going into effect on October 13th, there
will be no mechanism at all available to enable my customer to
distinguish which calls are subject to the new levy until mid
November at the earliest. That mechanism will be incomplete. A
ufull blocking capabilityn will not be available until March 1998
at the earliest. This means that there is no way my customer can
distinguish, and therefore refuse to accept, any calls which
carry the new levy.

Two other aspects may not be apparent to you from this letter.
One: this pay phone surcharge does not include any call time.
Let us say that one of my customers has negotiated a 13-cent-per
minute rate with their aOO-Number carrier. The surcharge does
not include any time to actually make a call. Therefore the
surcharge does not include that 13 cents per minute, it is wholly
additional to it. Actually getting the call made is another
charge. This looks to me as if the FCC ruling concentrated on
the claims of local pay phone providers versus long-distance
carriers, and forgot that there is someone at the end of the line
trying to make a call. That would be me and my customers, Jane

Management Information Technology Corporation - t,..Y

11791 fingerboard Road, Green Valley Center, Suite 0, Monrovl~,M'arYland21770
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and Joe Q. Public. Two; normally, long distance carriers charge
for call time in very short increments, e.g. 6 seconds.
Typically, local carriers charge in full minutes, which are
therefore always rounded up. Our customers' calls usually take
only fractions of a minute. Therefore, the shorter the billing
increments the more closely our customers pay only for the time
the line is used. The flat, same-charge-per-call surcharge
mandated by the FCC means that this increase will be vastly out
of proportion to the payment for the actual transmission of a
call.

I own a computer company in Maryland which supplies software to
various vertical markets throughout the country. One very useful
and therefore popular item we provide is a telephone timekeeping
system. This system enables employees who work at locations
remote from a central office to clock in and out by telephone.
Using Caller ID, the software can ascertain that the employee is
indeed at the premises or alert management in case of no-shows.
The timekeeping information then feeds automatically into
payroll, accounting, job costing, etc. The type of situation
where this is used is where. for instance, janitorial or security
firms send their employees out to office buildings or shopping
malls at night to clean or to provide security services. Because
the owners of the premises are not present, they are not
comfortable allowing the cleaning or security staff access to
private phone lines. The staff therefore use pay phones.
Because many calls may be long distance (especially in the Mid
West, where distances are great). the calls are made to an 800
Number.

Our customers may have several hundred employees calling in at
least twice a day. Employees may call in several times a day if
they work less than a full day at each site. Our customers could
control the cost of this by negotiating a good rate with a long
distance carrier, but with a 28.4 cent surcharge to each call,
using the service will bankrupt them. I don't need to tell you
where that will leave us.

Yesterday. I spoke at length about this issue with Bob Spangler
of the Federal Communications Commission. I noted that this
letter, faxed to my company by one of our customers, was the
first I had heard of a federal ruling which is going to have a
vast and detrimental effect on my business. He maintained that
because the telecommunications industry was aware of the issue
long ago, that pUblic notice had been given, and that "the
opportunity was there" for businesses such as mine to make their
voices known before the ruling was made. I strongly disagree.

I think that public notice should be given to the public at
large, not just to industry giants. As lengthy documents are
drafted and argued over in committees and private meetings by
giants of the telecommunications industry, there is no way for
small business owners to know how each possible permutation will

Managcmcnr Informarlon Technology Corporation

]1791 fJneerboard Ro.d~ Green v.",,, (',.ntta~ , .. It. n Un."'.n.ul ... u ........ t ... _ ... """1'1\
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affect them, and to argue for or against each one. Nor are clear
presentations of the effect of pending rulings printed in
places where those affected might readily see them. I have not
seen any such reference to this ruling even yet in a place that r
would consider public, such as the Washington Post or the Wall
street Journal. It is all very well to say that we can
constantly browse the FCC's web page to see if something might
affect us, but unless we make a life'S work of that, I see no way
for us to be aware that we are in jeopardy. My customers and r
do not have the time to become full-time government overseers.
Nor do we have the money to hire attorneys or lobbyists to do it
for us.

Mr. Spangler also informed me that the FCC requires carriers to
file new tariffs with the FCC only one day before levying the new
charges, and that the filing overrules all contracts which the
carrier has with its customers. There is no requirement at all
to notify customers. Thus, our customers believe that they have
a contract with their telephone carrier, which is a central
business expense, but in fact their contract may be void without
them knowing it.

I had assumed that it was part of the FCC's mandate to look after
the public while adjudicating these issues. I would therefore
have expected the FCC ruling to include a provision setting a
date at which all of the desirable elements would be accomplished
at once: aOO-Number users would have a means of identifying and
refusing calls carrying these surcharges if they wished, local
providers and long distance carriers would have signed contracts
establishing lower charges where possible, the exact nature of
the changes would be well publicized in places that ordinary
business people would be aware of, and telephone users at both
ends of the line would know in advance what sort of charge
applied to the phone they were using. To me, such provisions are
essential to protect the actual telephone users, who surely must
be included in the public that government is supposed to serve.
However, according to Mr. Spangler, it is up to the marketplace
to solve these problems for us. That is all very well, as I told
him, unless you are one of the companies that goes bankrupt
before the marketplace comes up with a solution. I think that
the FCC should have set out a timetable that established that the
two sides of the telecommunications industry could not step all
over their small business users while they were solving mutual
problems.

I look forward to your immediate response on this issue of
critical importance to me and my customers.

P.04

Yours sincerely
/.

,/ .
~_ 1" .. ~0 ".-X", "'l·" " c,.........

Linda Simon Graham

Management Information Technology Corporation

11791 Fingerboard Road, Green Valley Center, SuIte D. MonrovIa, Maryland 21770
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... 1M ••,., -IWS aeouT AN FCC IIM..1I '""" IMPACTS YOUR TOLL 'AU SI"VI(r
MO UQU••IS YOUR ACTION IV OCTOIII 24. ,",.

DIIIr ItIcit H.,de":

f""''''' OCtober 'J. 'M', MCltNiII Ch.,.. its tatl f .... custorn.rs , p.r·ralt ~.y~h~u\e uce
cNrge for elC" -.rp-' origiNttd toll fret c,ll. inc1udinv ,.",ot. ilccess Ind ullinG card
eea-calt••

'hli eN... I...."It of. lee, ~Ion of the Telecommun'clttonl Act of 1991 which
It !hilt ".,phoN "",Jee provide" Ire to M coMoeftla'ed for all non·co;n (,lis
COM from ttleir PI,phanel.

IIauR t charge••,. to be Plid by "" Cirri.,. who transport the c.lls. ther win be
...." 1M I"..' on ,our MC1 i"voice beginning in December 1997. The .thount of ttl,
c...... will be S.Ja pel can, MCI l"d O1h., tlrMn 'P..e.led the FCC'I il'\iti.1 deci5ion that
........ COIftI'ftOft~ to PI, ....r c,lI cNtv-. MONOYer, • 'ede,,1 Cou" overturned
the FCC' decl.left. T". FCC-s respon_ 0"'" per cart compensation 'to comrNnce
OC1a~.r7, '''7 and .......n in place fo, two reM. In additlo". the FCC has 9'a"ted • w~iv.r
• af't,Iln LKIiPSPs .'Iowing the'" to del." ttl. ~ro",isiO"of uniQue p.yphone cocli"Q digits
""'" Merch t. 1.,

1ft tetpon.. to custome' ,.quelO, Mel will offer "YPM... ToU F,•• Ihxki"l $ervltl where
......-... This stf'ViCe _III blod U. completion of toU tree e••ls from perphones. '.y~ho"e
Toll' alecki,. service will Nt'ft to be offeNd on Nov,"'ber 'S. 1997. This dotte is

--_.-.-- tII..u.IljJ" _ A H IiI 5~ HiE£[ ."J•••,..:..w~Mft~I uoel ~ ,.,,..¢.Ifit~ I."Jj,.i~."' ' u=n'u•.,'''''Co~f..,ttlt''liO!''09Ie~----
~he"IM. Mel PPktS to NW full blodci"9 u,.bUity i" 1111'(1 by M¥ch 1"e.

At ...uIt of the ,..nt FCC w.iVlr ."Ct ,.sulti,. deYeloomel'\t imp'ic.tions. blocking will
not tie ." tor some Cel'l. W"'" ,a'lI .re not ablt to be bIoc.fli. ,oeJr comp.ny will
.. JIlt for the lIIoci.ted~rtch.'IC!S fo' tt-esc! ,,,If, induding ".y~hofte UII
C Iockl"'t II not .v.nabl, for ,.mo~KCeS' and c:.Ui"9 card .(,.".

tf,.., with to I",plemeftt '''''~ Toll ,,.. "OC_'"I on .ny Or an for your tol/ free
......h ... rou ",wt COfttact Mel by OCtober J6, ,n' J" O_r to ,.quest "'e se",ice. Th.
~ .. ""1 ..rvic. il SUO ...r (o"or•• 10 to, in5talllt'o" ."d SUO pe, COt'porete 10
.... ,...,.... for ,.. bIoc"-I"t .e",i,e. .

..... c...-ctyo~Mel Aceo"," ·t.e.., tccNy for mo,.. informoM1on or to r~QUest 'eyphon.
Tel". .....,. '""lei.
III......

MCI .................


